The manuscript focus on validation of an update of the operational model run at UK Metoffice. The updated system is compared both to the old system and to several different kind of data. The main change between the old and new system is the physical part of the model. The biochemistry appers to be the same in both systems. The physics have been validated in another publication, thus the present work only C174
the present work is not enough to state that.
I have also some other points that should be taken into concern in a possible resubmission:
• Page 748. The authors mention some other systems overseas. Please also include European systems.
• Section 2.1.2: I guess the biological set-up are the same in both models. Please state that.
• Section 3.1: see commenst above. What is really happening in the winter nutrients in POLCOMS-ERSEM?
• page 757, line 5. This is of course correct, but since the level of silica is much higher than for phosphorous, it is not very interesting to compare the absolute bias.
• page 757, line 3, 18 and further on in the document. It is not very interesting to discuss correlations since all variables have a very strong seasonal cycle. As long as the model show any kind of a similar seasonal cycle, the correlation will be high. For this to make any sense the authors have to focus on anomalies (see second general comment above), and to do this two years are not sufficient.
• Section 3.2 and further on: Please stop using log10 for the results. Yes, chlorophyll varies with sevaral orders of magnitude, but log10 is hiding all information on the level for the reader and should not be used.
• Page 760: The comparison including both buoys, satellite and model are very interesting. The authors are really pointing to some of the frustration that modelers meet: Which data can be used for model validation. I will encourage the authors to bring this work further, possibly in a seperate paper where they discuss in situ versus satellite data and limitations in their use. C176
• Page 762, line 1: I think the main problem is within the physics. Please include results from O'Dea (2012)
• Page 763, line 27. Why use climatological river data. For the hindcast real data are available
